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CHAPTER I
DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT

. Designing and Implementing Programs for the Little School
Component is a program designed to develop, implement, and dis-
seminate a program of individualized instruction at the Howard

¢ D. Woodson Senior High School. This program is a third year
continuation of the program initiated in 1972=-73, Original

students were selected in 1972=73 rfrom stwdent listings supplied _...--~

by feeder~school counselors. The 300 students originally. entcring
as 10th graders in 1972-73 have continued in the -program and are
now in their senior year., The third jéar program was expected to
ccmgleteftha,ieg§3@§ int of pilot experiences for staff and
students alike in the development and implementation of in-
dividualized programse '

, The current year program was desizned to be conduected in four
phases described in the project proposal: ,
Phase I = Articulation and Planning Session »
Phase II - Implementation of the Little School lomponent
Phase III - School-Year Workshop and Staff Development
Phase IV - Evaluation and Redesign. .

~ Phases IT = IV were in effect concurrently from the be-
ginning of the 1974=75 acadenie year while Phase I was conducted
during the- Summer 1974, .

Phase I - Orientation and Planning Session

, Phase I involved concurrent workshops and training sessions
for eleven current teachers, one counseclor, one librarian, one
teacher-coordinator, an assistant principal for instruction, and
six new teachers. All teachers functioned in teams in all phases
of planring and organization. Within this period the staff was
invelved in workshop training sessions and the preparation and
development of learning materials. The counselor and the realing
. teacher-specialist were involved in comrunicating with parents
and students, interpreting the progrem, testing in reading,
assessing student groups, organizing and study;ng student records
- for the purpose of identifying and assessing student needs
(reading levels, learning difficulties, social problems, etc.),
and refining and further developing student profiles.




Phage I focused on assessing space utilization under various
learning conditions; identifying performence objectives and cur-
riculum design in dift'erent sub)ect areas; investigating and
locating the resources and materials to be used in the class=-
room; orienting end assembling students; planning, developing,
and organizing a curriculum laboratory and a central instructional
materials center; and organizing and developing an intensive
counseling programs ) ) :

Phase T involved an initial preparatory workshop session and
concurrent continued workshop, training and planning sessions with
Phase IIT.

Phase IT - Tmplementing the Little School Component

For the school vear 1974-75, the Little School Comnonent
provided-individuelized instruction for 270 twelfth grade
students, The teachers involved in Phase I were a part of the
residential staff,

Component course offerings were determined by data compiled
in the first two pilot years from the following sources:

(1) student interests as projected from feedback given in
student opinionnaires, student conferences, and course

- elective reports; - ,

(2) recommendations from the teaching and guidance staff
based on observations and recognition of nceded changes
made apparent by pilot experiences during the first two

ears 3

(3) gzyregseﬂ and recognized needs of students in the

various academic areas on in~depth student assessment,

The guidance staff continued to develop and implement an
_ongoing gragram for intensified counseling and pupil assessment;
‘work with the teaching stalf in cluster groupings to develop and

implement the teacher~advisor role in order to make professional
counseling services more available to students and teaching staff;
assist the instructional staff in identifying and solving immediate
and ongoing problems; coordinate and establish lines of cormuni-
cation between parents, students, teachers and community; formulate
and affect basic objectives for a more humane educational and

social instructional program for Woodson students, and the Woodson
community; serve as a liaison media for immediate feed back to the
instructional staff, the teacher-coordinator, and the administration.

7

D



Library personnel involved in Phase I continued as a part
of the residential staff for the year. The library component
coordinator developed, organized, and managed a curriculum
laboratory~and major instructional materiels center utilized by
students and staff. - '

Phase TII = Schnol-Year Workshop and Staff Develovment Prosram

Component participants were allotted six additional hours
each week during the school year, not precluding deily planning
sessions scheduled for 2ll teachers, to provide additional time
for continued planning, treining, the exchange of ideas, and work-
shopss Because it was discovered in the first year pilot that
certain staff activities required more time than others (planning
new student grouping as opposed to discussing and solving ean ’
immediate problem of small dimensions), the component staff had
the option of determining time ellotments which best met the needs
of the group in the workshop.

This group acted as a core for further expansion and mod-
ification of the Little School Component at Woodson High School.
The school year provided a regular base for training and labor-
atory experiences for other Woodson teachers as well as teackers
from other public schools. Ongoing workshops were held throughout
the yesr to vrovide training and assistance in areas of need and
to further spread innovative skills to other members of the
Woodson staff.

The teacher-coordinator continued as teacher-coordinator
throughout the year and assisted in identifying the needs of
participating teachers, seeking resources and developing alter-
native strategies as issues developed. The library-coordinator was
directly responsible for organizing, managing and coordinating
the instructional materials center and the curriculim laboratory
with all activities involved in the instructional program of the
Little School Components The counselor and coordinators worked
under the direct supervision of the Assistant Principal for
Instruction,

The objectives of the project, as described in the project
proposal, were as folldws: ,

"~ (1) The instructionmal staff will continue to improve
academic achievement utilizing an inﬂividuaiised pro-
gram with 300 twelfth grade students currently enrolled
%n the Little School Component, This will be evidenced

ye



a. ebility ‘of the students to function in an open
space classroom;
b. pupil assessment and diagnostic teaching based on
standerdized tests and teacher-made criferion tests;
ce varied teaching techniques in large and suall group
. instruction, indepsadent study, and laporatory )
expericaces,

vement and

. (2) As a means of improving both aecademic achie
develop and

c
student attitude, the puidance staff wil
implement a program which will include:

as consolidation of rccords;

bs teacher-advisor role to improve attendance and
academic periorrance; ' 7

ce intensiiied educational counseling for students;

d. parental involvement,

hi
1

(8) As a part of the individualized program, the instrue-
tional staff will develop and maintain a curriculim
laboratory of regources and materials which will be
tested in the classroom and used as:

a. & basis for continuous pregress learning;

b support for a flexible schedule in the future;

cs & resource for the remaining Voodson stafi and
other public and nonpublic schools,

Reports of the first two years of the grajeet orovided
detailed descriptions of oroject development activities, and for
this reason will not be repested heres In reviewing these :
activities and the evaluatlon necls emphasized in earlier reports,
primary focus was_placed upon assessing the scope of develop-
ment of individualized instruction metnsds =znd the development

of attitude and self-concept measures for assessing student
impacte '

The evaluation of Little Schools was designed in sufficient
detail to pinpoint the strengths and weaknesses of the program
for continued improvement in the Woodson High School and to serve
as _a model for other schools who wish to undertake a program of
~ individualized instruction. The evaluation design focased upon
grccess variables in order to examine how studenfs and staff edapt
0 a program of individualized instruction and to show how improve-
- ments can be made. Product variables, particularly student progress,
achievement, and interest in school, were an integral part of the
evaluation. o '




The objectives of the evaluation ;nclu&ea the following:

1.
2e

3e

4,

To identify the participating target population of
staff and students and %h81P roles in the project.

To review the goals and objectives of the project and
the means and methods used by the steff to reach the
objectives,

To develop a comprehensive evaluation design that will
include process varisbles and product variables and
thet will take account of factors unique to individ-
ualized open space instruction, ’

To carry out an evaluation thet will aid in the
redesign and replication of the progrem as well as
reporting on the outcomes of the project,



CHAPTER IT
METHODS AND PROCEDURES

This study wes conducted in three phases:
1.) project review and evaluation design;
2.) instrumentation and data collection; and
3,) data analysis and reporting.

Phase I, project review and evaluation design, was devoted to
identifying the participating target population of stuff and
students and their roles in the project; reviewing the goels and
objectives of the project and the means &nd methods used by the
staff in reaching them; and the development of a comprehensive
evaluation design that included process and product veriasbles and
that tool account of factors uni~ne to individualized instruction.
Conferences were held with the Project Director, Assistant
Projector, and representatives of the Division of Research and
Evaluetion tc obtain a comprehensive picture of the Little School
Projects Information and reports provided at these two confer=
ences was later supplemented with other interviews and observations.
The evaluation design developed celled for comparetive surveys of
students and teachers in various attitudinal areas as well as an
assessment of the Little School process dimensions.

, Instrumentation (Phase II) to carry out the design involved

the development of three structured questionnaires (two for students,
one for teachers) interviews/observations of classes, review of
instructional materials developed Ly the steff, an analysis of
standardized test data, and a comparative analysis of absences

of Component and Non-Component Studentse '

The Generel High Sehool Program Questionnaire was designed to
tap students' self-concepts in relation to schooling. ™ is
questionnaire was administered to a sample of Little Sc. ol stu~
dents and to a comparison semple of high school seniors at the
Spingarn Hipgh Schools This questionnaire served as an indircet
measure of the impact of the Little Schools. Component on students'
attitudes and self-concepts. -

~The Little Schools Component Student Questionnaire was designed
to obtain a direct reaction of the students to the project and was
completed only by Component Students.

It was intended to heve the entire population of about 270
Component students complete each of these questionnaires.
However, beceuse Component students were seniors, they were ex-
cused from classes in late May 1975 and, as a result many students

11



did not complete the questionnaires. It seems reasonable to
assume, however, that those students who did complete the
questionnaires are random scmples of Component students. Final
semples were 78 students (about 80%) for the CGeneral High School
Program Questionneire and 133 students (about 45%) for the
Stugentfs Questionnaire,

The Teacher's Questionnaire was designed to tap areas of
individualized .teaching: the teachers' perceptions of their
students and classes; Component teachers' staff development
needs and the Component teechers? evaluation of Little Schools,
The guestionncire was completed by 11 of the 14 Component
teachers, the remaining three being absent due to illness.
Thirty Non-Component teachers at Woodson Senior High School
completed the first two parts of the gquestionnaire in order to
make comparative analyses of the types and variety of teaching
methods used and to obtain a comparative analysis of teachers'
perceptions of their students, '

Direct observations were mnde of two ongoing classes to
view the teaching methods directly and to observe the quality of
student-student and student-teacher interactions. These class~
room observations also provided the opportunity for spot
interviews with students, )

- The evaluator also rcviewed an audio-visual presentation of
Little Schools and a substantial amount of ctaff developed
instructional materials to assess the programmatic development
of the project, | '

Inverviews wore held with the project counselors and
additional interview/conferences with the Project Director and
Assistant Project Director, Interviews were also planned with
the teaching ctaff; however, scheduling problems precluded
carrying ouf these interviews. . '

- The original plans called for the California Tests of
Basic Skills as the standardired achievement test to be admin=
istered. However, due to an administrative oversight this test
battery was not administered. As an alternative, the Preliminary
Scholastic Aptitude Tests (PSAT) for 1973-74 and the Scholastic
Aptitude Tests (SAT) for 1974-75 were used as the pretests and
gosttestsg, Comparisons were made of the actual score gains and
the percentage of Component and Non-Component students actually
teking each test, , )

Data on absences was provided by the Assistant Project
Director for nine Component and nine Non-Component sections,
each with 270 students.

12
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Data analysis (Phase III) was carried out by hand
tabulations. Frequency and percentage distributions were ob-
tained for all questionnaire items; score distributions, means
and standard deviations were obtained for the General High
School Program Questionnaire, and score distributions were ob-
tained for the PSAT = SAT test results., For comparative
analyses, the "t" test, z test and the sign test (a nonpara-
metric statistic) were used to determine the statistical
significance of differences.

13



) CHAPTER ITI
RESULTS AND. ANALYSIS OF DATA

- This section provides the instruments, data analysis,
and ‘a discussion of the findings for esch of the two student
‘questionnaires devised for the groject,,au analysis of absencss,
standardized test results provided by the Project Director, an
‘analysis of progress in developing individualized instructional
materials, and the results of the teacher questionnaire. The
- teacher questionnaire provides a comparative analysis of Come
%Dne;t'and Non-component teachers in varied and individualized -
seaching practices and the teaching climate within which they -
~ work, ~ Also provided is an assessment of staff development needs
and the Component teachers' assessment of Little Schools.,

Comparative Analysis of Student Attitules

. Students in the Little School Component and a control group
of students from Spingarn High School were administered a ques~
tionnaire designed to tap their-attitudes and their self concepta
in relation to schoolinge This questionnaire, called the General
High School Program Questionnaire, was devised by the evailuator,
based on experience with the goals of individualized programs and
discussions with the Little School's project staff regarding areas
of attitudinal and self~concept impact they hoped to achieve with
their students. Therefore, the questionnaire can be considered

a measure of behavioral student objectives,for individualized
programs in the affective domain, The measurement of affective
changes was particularly important as the project seemed to
emphasize this area more than the cognitive domain. -

The questionnaire taps primarily the student's self concept
in relation to his schooling (questions 1=7); two questions (8
and '10) deal with career planning, particularly.appropriate to
high school seniors; and one question (9) deals with the use by
teachers of varied teaching techniques =- that is, teaching
strategies more likely to be characteristic of individualized
programs like the Little School Component.

‘ All questions are written in such a way that they ere
ggpfagriate to any student's school experience. Only two questions
(B and 10) are specific to the high school experience; the re-
mainder would be appropriate at any levele ,

14



- The questionnaires were completed by 78 Little School
students, about a 30 percent sample, and by a control group of
8l ssniors from Spingarn Senior Iligh School. The control group
was obtained fromfcu%side of Woodson Senior High School as the
"Hawthorne effect" would be expected for non-component students
within the same school. The questionnaires wers administered by
school personnel,

The results of the analysis are presented in Tables Ll and 2.
For Tabie l, each questionnaire was scored for questions 1-9,
Question 10, -plans for after high school, was not used in this
analysis., Each item was scored as follows:

1
2
3
4

Thus, with a possible range of 9-36, a highﬁseéﬁé indicates
a less favorable self concept, while a low sCOre indicaves s more
Yavorable sell concepte. - o

Strongly Agree

A%Pee
D,sagrggif
Strongly Disagree

RESULTS OF THE GENERAL HIGH SCHOOL PROGRAM QUESTIUNNALRE

CCUPONENT STUDENTS | CONTHOL GROUP
15 17.8

Mean

S.D. E ) 3:6 ' o 3.3, .

"t" = 8.94, Significant beyond o001 level of confidence.



TABLE 2

COMPARTISON OF TYEMS OF THE GENERAL HIGH SC&DDL PROGRAH

Response Catagoriesﬁ;

QMAgfIDHuAIRL

SA - Strongly'Agree_

A = Agree
D = Disagree
SD = Strongly Disagrea
Bl = Blank
Ttom and Slgnlzicance Test RC# Campenent Control
- Studonts Students
— f£! % £ %o
~le I uﬂdgrstana what my SA 28 35,9 13 16.2
teacher expects of me, A 50 64.1 51 63,9
D 14 1765
Z = 2,94, Significant SD 1 1.2
' Bl 1 1.2
2¢ 1 have a good under- SA 31 39,8 18 2245
standing of how I am A 44 5604 54 8746
doing in my school D 3 8.8 6 745
WOrKe - SD 1 1.2
- i Bl 1 1.2
Z = E.-éBB Slg"ll ii‘-s&lt .
3. I believe I know how tc SA 39 5040 32 40,0
- study and learn, A 36 46,1 43 53,7
D 2 2eb 2 260
4 = 1,27, Not SD 1 1.3 | O 0.0
Signlflcant Bl 3 3.8
4, I am ver; 1ntergstei Sa a7 34.6 22 2765
in schéaig : A 40 9143 36 45,0
- D 6 77 19 2347
4 = 2,09, Significant SD 4 5.1 3 3.8
' Bl 1 1.3
5 I have had good rela- SA 42 53,9 24 30.0
tions with most of my A 32 41.0 | 38 4745
teachers, D 3 3.8 15 18,8
SD 1 1.3 3 307
7 = 3 lU, Si?ﬂl;lﬁ‘nt Bl ‘
f' = frequency



Response Categoriestt: Si-

Strongly Agree

19.5

A - Agree
D « Disagree
SD =« Strongly Disagree
o Bl = Blank
Item and Significance Test RC# Component Control
Students Students
£t : £
6e I have learned how to SA 34 43,6 23 2848 .
take Pesgon31b111ty for |A 39 50.0 55 6847
my school worke. D 3 3.8 2. 2eO
2 = l;QS Slgnlflcant Bl
7e In high schﬁal I have SA | 32 41,01 15 18,¢&
.become more confident A 41 5240 53 66 « 3
of my school work. D 2 246 10
' SD 3 2:6 1 1.2
Z - 8.14, Signlflgant Bl 1 1.8 1 1.2
8, My high school program SA 25 82,0 17 2163
has helped wme make my A 40 51.3 38 4745
lans for work or col D 11 14,1 20 2540
lege after high schccl- SD 2 246 4 5.0
Bl 1 1.2
Z = 2-18, Signlficant
9, My teachers in high schonl SA 41 5246 8 100
often used a—large variety|i 25 32.1 29 | B6.2
of teaching techniques D ? 11.5 24 30.0
such as large and small = |SD: 8 3.8 19 2308
group instruction, audio- |Bl "
visuel, individual pro-
jects and student tutors,
g = 6745— Signifiaant
10, My plans for the flrst
year after high school
are:
work 18 2l.4 35 41,6
college or other training 61 7246 40 47.6
merriage; m;lltuzy 4 4,8 3 346
Other 1 1.2 1 "1e2
Z = 2,89, Significant

f* = frequency



The results in Table 1 show that Little School students has
2 more favorable self concept than does the control grou g of high
school seniors. This difference was statistically significant,
as me;sured by the "{" test, beyond the o001 level of confldunce-

: Table 2 shows th@ results for each item in the queatinnna;r&.
All differences favored the Littie School Comporient over the con=

..trol group. Differences were statisticetly significant at the 905 e
f‘leveL of confidence for all itoms except item 3. . _ '

These resu;ts show the positive effects that the Littla
School Component has been ‘having on its students. : These results
aretgartlaulﬂ?ly grotifying in as much as the majority of students

e control group tended to respond pesitively to the guestion=-
_naire with more than three out of four control students marking
the Strcngly Agree aP Agree response far 1tems 1-i-rn Dliferences



" The following List ranks questions 1-9 in descending order,
according to percent differences between the component and control
students, ’ S

" Tiem _ Percent
Number Ttem Difference

. -9 My teachers in high school often used a 42.6
large variety of teaching techniques
such as large and small group instruction,
audio=visuals, iniividua% projects, and
student tutors. :

5 I have had good.relations with most of 2349
nmy teachers,

7 In hiéh school I have become more ' 2242
confident of my school worke - _

1 I understand what my teacher expects of me, 19,7

2 I have a good understanding of how I am 17,3
doing in my school work. :

6 I have learned how to take responsibility 14.8
for nmy school work,

- 8 My high school program has helped me meke . 14.5
out my plans for work or college after high
school, '
44 I am very interested im school, | 13.4

3 I believe I know how to study and learnm, 10.0

: - #All differences are between the percent marking SA, except for
items 4 and 8 which comparegik and Ao . ) ‘




Student Reactions To The Little Sehool Component

Little School students atso ocompleted a brief questionnaire
to obtain their reactions to the program, The questionnaire was
completed in May and June 1975 by a sample of 133 or about 45% of
the component students. The detailed results are shovm in Table 3.

(Some of the items are similar to those used in the General High

School Program Questionnaire,)

Of the students completing the questionnaire, over half had
been in the Little School Component ggr the full three years,
while the remainder split aimost evenly between 1 and 2 yeears
(question 1)o Overall, about 64% of the students rated the Little
School as "much better than the regular program,” about 23%

rated it "about the same," and 12% rated Little School "not es
good as the regular Program" (question 1b)e ‘

Questions 4 through 1l ask about personal scholastic
development, relations with teachers, and reactions to beaching
methods used in the Little Schools. Reactions to these questions
in terms of the perccntage of students marking "Strongly Agree"
or "Agree" were more positive to the Little School Component than -

~ was the overall rating with about 71% to 90% reacting favorably,

These questions ure presented fcllcwin% Table 3 in rank order of’
the percentage marking "Strongity Agree" or "agree,"

Overall, reactions to the program ars quite ravorable, with
at least one half of the stuﬂengs and a5 many as 9 out of 10 .
reacting favorably to the program. The results show: improved
relations with teachers, improved seit concepts in relation to
schooling, positive reaction to varied teaching techniques, und
perceiticns of better preparation for work or college after high

" schoo



TABLE 3

LITTLE SCHOOL COMPONENT

STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

f = frequency

Item Response £ %
Categcr;es
1, How long have you - This year cnly. 29 21,8
been in the Little Two years: 3l 23:3
Sochool Component? Three years: 73 54,9
) lank- 0 0,0
2 I understand what the Better than in thg
Little School teachers |regular program: 81 60,9
expect of mos Not as well as in 7
the regular program: 15 1143
About the same: 37 27 .8
Elank- o 0 0.0
3e I have a better In the Littlg Schccl ,
understanding of how I |Component: 67 50g3f
an doing in my school In the regular )
worke Eragram: 27 20,3
: bout the same: 38 2806
. Blank‘ 1 Dla
4o I bglievg that the Strengly Agree* 15 11.3
LitdYe School hes Agree: ) 89 66 o9
enabled me to study and | Disagree: 24 18,0
learn more, Strongly Disagree: 4 3.0
' Blaﬂl‘:‘ 1 O-B
Se My 1nterest in schcal Strﬂngly Agree. 16 1240
became higher in the ree 93 69,9
Little School ' D%sagree- 19 14.3
Componente Strongly Disagree: 3 2e3
i ﬁrBlank* 2 15
6e My relations with - Strangly Agrae* 16 12.0
teachers seem better Agroe: 104 78.2
for learning than in. Disagree: 11 843
the regular program, Strangly Dlsagrge- 2 1.5



TABLE 3 (CONTINUED)

school?

Ttem Response £ - %
i Categories :
7e Balng in the Little Strongly Agrea- 20 15:0
School Component Agree: 100 1 75,2
helped me take Disagree: 10 75
responsibility for my | Strongly Dlsagree- 0" =040
school wcrk. Blank: 3 203
“ﬁggwaelngmin the - Littla ‘Strangly Agree: 20 15.0
Schoel Component has Agree: - 75 6o
helped me be more Disagree: - 31 2343
confident of my Strongly Dlsagree- 0 0.0
school worke Blank: 7 Se3 -
9, I like the varlety of Strongly Agree: 26 19,5
teaching methods Agree: 80 6746
(large groups, small Disagree: 15 - {1l.8
groups, LAPs, etce) Strongly Disagree: 1 0.8
used in the thtle- Blaﬁk 1l | 0,8
School Campansnt- L Lo
lO.xTeachers in the _ Strongly Agree: 3l 2343
program seem to care Agree: 84 63el
about me more than | Disagree: 10 745
most teachers I have ‘Strongly Disagree: 1 0¢8
' kncwns — Blank: -7 D63
11, The variety of Strcngly Agree: 17 12.8
teaching techniques Agres: 95 71,4
used in the program Disagree: 15 11.3
fit my needs better Strongly Dlaagree- 2 lo5
as 8 student,. Blank: 4 360
12, How much help was the A graat deal: .76 5701
program in working out | Some: 50 37.6
- your plans for college | None: -8 263
or work after high Blank: 4 340

£ é-ffeguency'
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TABLE 3 (CONTINUED)

Item 'Rgspansa 3
713;7I believe that the ﬁYbs* ] - 80 60.1
program will better No: , 17 12.8
g?epare me for college | Not Planning on 5
han the regular College: 21 15.8
_ progrem, Blank: 15 113
14, T believe that the “Strongly Agree: | 18 9.8
program will better Agree: 78 58,46
repare me to get a Disagree: 25 18.8
?cb after high Strongly D;sagrec- 10 76
school, Blank: 7 548 -
15. Ovarall ratlng ‘of the | Much bstter tham o B
Little School the regular program: 85 Saég
Conponent, About the same: 31 233
) Not as good as the 7
Pegular programs: 16 IS.O
S frequency - B -
N =133
23



Item | : Percent “Strongly
Agree" or "Agree"

My relations with teachers seem betier for B
learning than in the regular progrem, 90,2

Being in the Li%tle School Component helped me

take responsibility for my school worke, 90,2

I like:the variety of teaching methods (largs
-groups, small groups, LAPs, etfc,) used in the

Littlie School Component, . - 87,1

Teachers in the program seem to care about me B
more than most teachers I have known, 8644

The variety of teaching techniques used in the B
program fit my needs better as a student, - 84,2

My interest in school became higher in the T
Little School Component, ' 8l.9
I believe that the Little School has enabled ne 7
to study and learn more, . 7862

Being in the Littls School Ccﬁponent has helped o
me be more confident of my school worke 71.4

Absences

Absence records were main“ained by the Assistant Project -

Director for the period October 1, 1974 through March 11, 1975,
For comparison purposes, records ‘or 9 rendomly selected Com=
ponent and 9 randomly selected Non-component sections weie ,
maintained. The sections in each grovp-averaged 30 students for
& total of 270 students in the Component and Non=component groups.
The month of September was omitted as thero was a great deal of

- shifting of students among the sections, Absences were recorded

- every 8 to 10 school deys, Mondays and Frideys and weeks -

including holidays were not included as these ars the poorest

- attendance periods, Because of these omissions and the variation
in the time period (8 = 10 days) over which absence records were

. / . , 7
N7 : , ]9~




-ﬁaintained; it is not possible to obtain en index of absences per

gchool deay. However, since the number of sections (9) and the
total number of studants in each group (270) are the sams, s
comparison between absences cen be made, Table 4 shows the
result s of this analysise Overall, the Non=-component group had
more absences than the Component groups. The difference was
greater during the period preceding the Christmas holidaye,

This lower absence rate for -the Campongntgrcu%sis .
5u§pcrtin§ evidence for the effectiveness of the Little Schools
and is consistent with the findings of reports for the two

preceding years,
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stendardized Test Results

Scores of the Preliminary Scholastic Aptitude Tests (PSAT),
taken in 1973=74 as juniors, and the Scholastic Aptitude Tests
(SAT) tsken this year as seniors, were obtained for those students
who tcok the test. The students teking eack test were thon grouped
into Component students and Non=-component students, These tests were -
used in place of the Californis Tests of Basic Skills which were
not given due to & test administration oversighte

Comparison of PSAT and SAT pesults can provide insights into
gains in scholestic aptitude for the Component and HNon=component
students over a two year period., The tests are measures of
socholastic aptitude oriented towerd college bound students and
are consldered by many collepes in their admissions and placement
Ercgrangr Although only a limited number of students at Woodson”
00k the tests, the results (in the absence of a general achievew
ment battery) cen provide insights into the academic progress of

s udents in each group,

The tests are parallel in form and structure and can be ,
compared as pre-~tests end post-tests, The PSAT is administered
in the junior year to provide students with an opportunity to
become familiar with these tests. Teble 5 shows the results for
the Math scores of the PSAT and SAT, and Table 6 shows the results
for the Verbal scores, The scorec ranges for each test are presented
in farallel at the left of each table to make easy the comparison
of the PSAT and SAT results for the Component and Non=component
students., Comparison of selected foatures of thess tables indicates
that Component students achieved greater progress from the PSAT to
the SAT then did the Non=component students. The data at the bottom
of each table shows that the percentage of students who scored
85 or higher on the PSAT or 850 or higher on the SAT increased
for Component gtudents (16.8% for Xath and 10,1% for Verosl)
but decreased for Non-component students (decrease of 4,8% for
Math~and 6,77 for Verbael), suggesting a larger gain for the
Cemgﬁnent,studentsg In both Math and Verbal scores Component
gtudents had a smaller percentage scoring 35 or above on the PSAT
(for Math, 18,17 oI TGmponent students vse 34.3% of Non=component
students; for Verbal, 20.5% of Component students vs, 82.9% of
Non-component students).  However, the opposite was true on the
SAT taken one year later. On the Math SAT, students scoring 850
or above wes 34.4% for Component students and 29,5% for Non=-
component studentss On the Verbal SAT, 30,6% of Componont
students vs. 28.2% of Nonecomponent students scored 350 or higher,




Although these differences in the SAT tests favored the
Component students, the differences as measured by the z test
were not statistically significant.

The z test of statistical significence showed significant
gains (5% level of confidence or higher) for the gains of the
Component students for Lath and Verbal scores and for PSAT Math
scores of Component vs. Ncnicomgpﬁent studentss The remeining
differences were not statistically significant, The trends in
the data support the conclusion that Little Schools was having
a significant impact on the achievement of its studentse

(It was not possible to match individual PSAT and SAT
records from the available data. The method of using the per=
centage of students above 85 on the PSAT and 350 on the SAT was
used because means and standard devietions would be seriously
distorted by the highly skewed distributions., The ccores of 35
and 350 are one score category below the national means of 40 on
the PSAT and 400 on the SAT,)

~ The number and percentage of students who took the PSAT
and SAT is of interest when considered as an indicator of -
student interest in attending college, as many colleges consider
these tests in their admissions programs., The resulis show )
(Table 5, item 3) that Component students seem to be Yess oriented
to attending college (at least those colleges requirifig tne PSAT
and SAT oxaminations) than Non=component students. About twice
as many Non-component students (24%) as Component students (12%)
took the SAT, while an equal percentage (15%) of both groups
took the PSAT.



TABLE 5

PSAT AND SAT MATH SCORES OF COMPONENT

AND NON-CO:PONEN? STUDENTS

_§ché”3§ﬁge

- PSAT

SAT

Lamﬁonent Studcnts

PSAT# 4 SATaH:

Non~Component Students
POAT# :

£

kL

1

7

65-69 | 650-699] - ] 1] 0.

B0=64
55=59
50=54
45-49
40-44
35-39
30~34
25m29

20-24

600649
550=599
500~549
450=499
400=449
350-399
800~349
250-299
 200-249

12
14
10

469

9.1
4.5
27.3
31.8
22 7

R N

| oo

209
2.8
846
2040
17.1

)| 4209

Se7

0.8
1] 1.4 0.8
2| 2.7) - |-

8 [11.0] & | 6.8
14 | 19,2 20,3
13 | 17,8 2446
2744 39.8

15 | 2045 7 Oe9

Total

a4

99,9

35 {1

00.1 |

73 1100,0

99,8

1, % af studanta
scoring 35 or
above on PSAT
and 350 or
above on SAT;

24 % leferance,
PSAT VS;ESAT-

8¢ % of students
tallng test-

18,1

15

+16.3

34.4

34,21 | 29,5

24

Vz tgst of 31g—

nlflcancz

| 2.43

Signi

2,02
Signe lot

SignpSign,

51 0,54

% PSAT teken as Juniors
##% SAT taken as Seniors in 1974-75,

-2

Qe

in 1973 74:

30



TABLE 6
| PSAT AND SAT VERBAL SCORES OF COMPONENT
" | AND_NON-CCHPONENT STUDENTS

- Score Ranre _ IComponent Students — |Hon=Componont SLudents

PSAT SET IPSATs 0 SATss PSAT: 8 SATste
f 7 £ A * 1% 1 f a

55-59 | 550599 1| 2.8 07 | - |-
50m54 | 500~549 6.8 | 2 | 5.6 PRI RPN ER
4549 | 450499 0.0 | - - 4.1 3 |2
40-44 | 400=449 2.3 | 8| 88 11,0 | 11 0.3
35-39 | 850-399 11.4 | 5 |13.9 11,0 | 14 11.9
30-34 | 300-349 20.5 | 8 | 22.2 |15 [20.5 | 28 3.7
25-20 | 250-299 {1 81,8 | 7 |19.4 |15 20,5 |27 p2.o
20-24 | 200-249 [12 |27,3 |10 [27.8 19 |26.0 |82 R7.1

oF

D = O
™ © W W D

| rotal |44 hoo.1 |86 [100.0 |73 [99.9 118 9.9

1. % of students
scoring 35 or
above on PSAT
and 350 or i ,
above on SAT, 20;5 30.6 3399 : 2642

2¢ % Difference, o o
PSAT vse SAT. 10,1 ~8a7

sl 1.51|. 0.96 0.51

. z test of sig= 1 . )
' nificance o Sign#, Not Not | Not
Sign; Sign4 Sign-

4”7?Sifrtgkcﬁmas7Juni6?ériﬁ 19734?4
4 SAT taken as Seniors in 1974-75.
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Considering the results of the standardized tests used in
all three years, and positive results of school grades last year,
Little Schools seems to have made a significant impact on student
achievemente Use of & wide-range stendardized achievement battery
would probably bring out these gains in achievement much more
clearlys *Eitﬁ a new group of students entering the Little School
next year, it is esscntial that a new test batfery be included in
the project evaluation., The test battery should include scores in
academic areas in which Little Schools has been active, as well as
in basic skill areas of reeding and mathematicse The Sequential
Tests of Educational Progress proved useful in the first year of
the project and should be reconsidereds, fThe Rducational Develop-
ment Series published by the Scholastic Testing Service micht also
be examined, It provides scores in Yerbal and Non Verbal Abilities,
Reading and English (Language Studies), iath and Science (Tecknical
Studies), and in Social Studies. Individual parts of the total
battery may be selected and a number of composite scores may be
obtained, ~

Individualization as developed for the Little Schools come
ponent has emphasized the redevelopment of courses within the
curriculun to better accormodate individual needs and difrerences,
The basic fremework for the redevelopment of courses within Little
Schools has emphasized the develovment of Classroom Kanagement
Systems (CMS) and Learning Activity Packages (LAPs)e. Steff
development activities for several years have emphesized training
in these and other arees. Classroom lanagement Systems include =
rationale, objectives, learning activities, physical classroom
leyout, media/equipment to be employed, criterion tests and
me thods of progress assessments Learning Activity Packages are
student oriented instructional packages desipgned to guide students
through a series of instructional activities,

B Table 7 shows the range of subjects and courses for which
CliS and LAPs have been developed and a rating by the Project
Director of the current status of development of CHS and IAPs.
A wide range of courses have been developed in individualized

format, with a judicious concentration on required couvrces es
well as electivess Those subjects rated only "fair" in their
developnent were generally those that were lowest in oriority in
terms of immedicte student necds. Teachers vorking on several
subjects therelore concentrated on these in which component
students were to be enrolled,




~ Plans for further development, according to the Project
Director, include as a first priority improvement in the
avsilable course packages; courses in physics; advanced bioe
logical science, shop courses, home economics, dietetics,
Black history, law, geography, end remedial courses in reading

and mathematicse

TABLE 7

CURRENT STATUS OF INDIVIDUALIZED COURSE DEVELOPMENT

JOMPONCNL SUDJECT LOUrSES

Hequired or ELCCTive.

Status of Lelerials
Development -
Classroom iane

dSysten and/or TP

English

10th Grade
11th Grade
12th Grade

Social Studies
10 = World History
11 = American History
12 « Goverrment

Sciences
Earth Science
Biological Science
Chemistry

Foreign Languages
French
Spanish
Business
Office Machines
Bookkeeping and
Accounting

Art

Elective

llequire three ycars
for college prep=
aration

Two years required
One year required

if not taken in the
9th grade

Electives

Electives

Feir
Good
Good

Fair
Good
Good

Fair
Yery Good
Yery Good

Good
Good

Good
Good
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Teacher Reactions To The Little School Component

Data on teachers activities in the Little School Component
and their attitudes toward the program were obtained from a
teachers questionnaires The questionneire was designed to obtain
informetion in two areas from Non=component as well as Component
teacherse. %Phe twq areas fo which Non-component teachers responded
were: question 3 « variety of teeching methods and naterials used,
and question 4 = ratings o7 their students. In addition, Comyonent
teachers were asked to®rote various asrects of the program and

to indicate areas of individualized instruction for which they

- felt additional staff development may be needede

The questionnzire was completed by 11 of 14 Component
teachers and 30 Non-component teachers in lfay and June 1975. The
three Component teachers who 4id not complete the questionnzsire
were not evailéble due to serious illness or unavailability,

.. Of"ghe eleven Componcnt teackers, 6 had been teaching in the
Little School for all three years, 4 teachers for two years, and
only 1 teacher within the current school yeers

-

Teaching lethods

~ The detailed data shewing the varied teaching technigues
used by Component and lon-component teachers is presented in

Table 8. A number of important points about this data are also
sumarized in Table 9.

There are a number of observations that should be made
regerding the responses of Componeni teachers (Table 8), First,
Component teachers as a group used the entire set of teaching "~
methods and materials, and used them to a greater extent then did
Non~component teachers,

Rarely did Component teachers indicafe that they "Never"
used the teaching method: Only four items-were so marked
(never used) as follows: - ' : :

ee Mini-units 1 teacher -

ge Team teaching 2 teachers

rs Prograrmed instruc-

tion materianls 1 teacher o
8¢y #Heaching machines 8 teachers. ”

A
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Programmed materials and teaching machines have not been
emphasized in the Little Schools, and a structured program of
team teaching has been undertaken only in certain subjects,
Therofore, one would expect that some Component teachers might

not have used these approaches,

In contrast, some (from 2 - 15) Non-component teachers
reported never using 14 of 19 of the teasching methods listed
(Table 8). The four teaching methods that were used at least
"Sometimes" by Non=component teachers weres:' c. Audio~visuals;
he Work sheets; k. Independent study; and ne Teacher=student
planning conferences,

Second, the teaching methods that Component teachers
reported using "Very Often" reflected methods emphasized by
Li%tle Schoolse The methods marked by a majority (50%Z or more)
of the Component teachers as used "Very Often"

be Small Groups teachers
%- Study guides teachers
he Worksheets teachers
1s Open Classrooms teachers
co Audio=Visuals teachers
me Student assessment teachors,

vere s

" In contrast, not sven one teaching method was narked as used
"Very Often" by a majority of Non-Component teachers.,

_Third, a larger porcentage of Component than Non=component
teachers marked most teaehing'methcds emphasized by Little Schools
as used "Very Often" and/or "Often"., Table 9 shows this contrast.
Fourteen of the 19 teaching methods were marked by a larger
percentage of Component than Non-component teachers-as used "Very
Of ten” or "Often" (items marked X in last two columns). The
remaining five teaching methods were used by a larger percentage
of Non=component teacherss 'Two of these items (r. Programmead ,
Instruction Materials and s. Teaching Machines) are not emphasized
by Little Schools, ' The other three methods (fi Contracts,
no Teacher=student planning conferences, and Po Student developed
objectives) may have been adopted by many Non~component teachers
~'as a result of experiences with Little Schools or experiences with
them elsewhere, It must also be emphasized that in the three years
of itspragaraticn many Non-component teachers have benefitted from
staff development, innovative practices, and the example of the
Project Director zwha is also an Assistant Principal)s The Little
Sohool efforts to introduce varied teaching techniques have also had
an impact on Non-component teachers. If not for this, the difference
might be even larger,
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.{1 The fcurth and flnal gﬂint related to tgachlng methads is
that related to certain methods emph331zad by Litt e Schools
et have not been used "Very Oftaﬂ or “then by Ccmpnnent

1tteachersa,'j . .
TEACHING LET‘HQDS AND HATERIAL% USED "’V’ERY OFTEN"OR “OFTEN“
o ' BY COMPQNTNT AND NON*CDMPDNENT TEACHERS
Compcnent ,Non-Campanent UScd M@ra
~ Item | Teachers | Teachers . | by: :
& | £ 18 |c|w
© . ae Large graugs , ' 81 72;8 120 1667 @ X I
- be Small groups? : 111 j100,0 119 §63.4 L. X
¢o Audio=visuals? 11 |100,0 | 22 | 73.4 X
de ILearning Aetlv;ty ' B D R
SRS Packagea 81 72,8 ['16. | 63,45 ] X
© 8 Mini-units® 5 | 45,5 12 | 4040 X
~ . fe¢  Contractsd 121 18,2 | 9 1800 | X
‘}Ea“ Study guideg : 81 81l:8 | 22 783 | X
~he Work sheets? | 11 [100:0 |24 | 79,9 | X
~i; Open classrooms® 110 89.9 | 13 43.3 X
jo Peer facilitators or, 1 o
" youth teaching ycuth 9 81; 31 1 7050 X
ke Independent study3 ' 9 81.q 121 | 70,0 X
1. -Gr;tsrlen referenced -
.2 testing”® -} 8| 7248 |13 | 43.3 X
-~ me Student assessmeﬁt 10 | 90s9 | 23 | 7646 X
" 'ne Teacher=-student Plannlng . o '
S .. . conferencess. 6 | B4e6 | 19 | 63,3 X
. pe Student oriented 1 o , B K
L0t objectives® . 10 | 90,9 | 20 - | 66,7 X
... 7 Ppe- Student develeped : S R B
" “objectives® . _ 4 | 3644 |18 | 60,0 1 X
- qe  Team teachlngé 4 | 3644 7 | 23.3 X .
“  pe Programmed instruction ‘ 1
ﬁj{‘«:j'_mgtsrlals . 3] 27.8 | 14 | 46.6 : X
S Be Teachlng machlnas 2 18;1; 1@ . 33.4*» B T D O

Sign tgst 51gn1£1cant at tﬂe 1§ lgvel of canfldenca.

N= Cﬂmpgnant Teachers = 1‘ Ncn—COmponent Teachers - 30

T~ from data in Table 8.
-+ 2='X in the C.column indicates that a 1&Pger percentage of
..“Component teachers used the method; an X in the NC column
, ; .;ind cates that a larger pefcantage Df an—gamyonent teachers
R used the methode.-
e 53'M§thods emphaslzed by Little Schools,

=32« 40




ML Methods emphasized by Little Schools that haven't been used
2. - ™epy Often" by Component teachers:include: . .~ . . . .
~© f. Contracts 2 teachers used "Very Often" or "Often"

" 'po Student Developed S , , , o

© Objectives ' 4 teachers used "Very Often" or "Often"
es Mini-units 5 teachers used "Very Often" or "Often".

n, Teacher-student ' ' . :
planning S o o o S
- gconferences 6 teachers used "Very Often" or "Often".
1. Criterion ref=- - (a1l should do so) s o
. " erenced testing 8 teachers used "Very Often" or "Often"
(all should do s0)e :

Considering the emphasis placed on these methods in staff
development, more extensive use of them by Component teachers should
be expected, The Little Schools staff should review these findings
from the point of view of the appropriateness of using these
methods in their courses more oftens ' '

~ In swmary, the results of these data show the wide varlety

of teaching methods and materials used by Component teacherso
The sign test was used to test the statistical significance of
the differences between Component and Non-component teachers in
response to these questions (Table 9)., Differences in the per-
centages between the Component and Non-component teachers were
markeg.“ﬁlus“ if (1) the difference favored Component teachers on

. methods emphasized by Little Schools, or (2) in methods not

* emphasized by Little Schools differences favored Non-componeat
teachers or there was no difference, Differences in percentages
were marked "minus" if differences favored Non=component teachers
for methods emphasized by Little Schoolse With 18 "pluses" and 3
"Minuses" (items £, n and p) the sign test is significant at the
1% level of confidence. :



- of the variety of teaching techniques used, Five items

Pértieipating Component teachesrs Weraiasksd?fa'rata-thgir

 team teaching experiences, As shown in Table 10,.the six .
_garticiating teachers rated their team teaching experiences
Tav ’ | IR

oratly.
| ZABLE 10 .
" PERCEPTIONS OF TEAM TEACHING EXPKRIENCES
OF_SIX COMPONUNT TEAHERS

Item, B B Aéé

| lb
o
W1
U\
o]
=

" 8. Team teaching gives more time

o

o
o
ot

for preparation end planning. | 2

bo Students benefit more from ,
presentations by two teachers, 3

o
-
o

ce Student groups are too lafge , ,
in team teaching. . 0 0 4 1 1

de Coordination with the other - , 7 ; ,
member of my team is a problems| O 0o 12 +t4 -0

Key: SA = Strongly Agree
A = Apree ~ ' -
D =“Disagree
SD= Strongly Disagree
Bl = Blank )

Tsacher Ratings of Their Classes

, Component and Non-component teachers were asked to rate their
classes in 10 areas emphasized by the Little School Componente
Eight of the items request ratings of the students (a = e, g = 1)
in their classes, - One item rates student teacher communications (f)
and one item (j) was included to cross-validate teacher ?ercsptians

: in 8S 1 : ey, £, g5
h, and i) were included that were similar to items asked of students
in order to compare student and teacher perceptions.
, Tﬁe_results are shown in Table 11, Comparing the ratings of
Component and Non-component teachers shows that in every case the
responses of Component teachers were more favorable (“"Strongly Agree"
or "Agree") than Non-component teachers. Using the sign test, with

A% '



10 "pluses" and,nc»ﬁmipuses“ the differences in the ratings are
significant at the 1% level of confidences Overall, Component
teachers hold a more favorable oplnion of their classes,

A1l 11 or 100% of the Component teachers merked "Strongly -
- Agree” or "Agree" to the following four statements: e

- ==Students In my classes work readily in groups; =
==The gquality of student participation is good =~ they ask

intelligent questions, discuss an issue completely, and TP

~ give complete answersy o , )
==Students accept respcnsibilitg;fcr their schocl work;
-~I use a large variety of teaching techniques in my classes,

Particularly noteworthy is.the finding on the quality of
student participation and their acceptance of responsiblity for
their schoolwork, iwo areas of great importance in academic and
Eersonal growth and development. Four Component teachers and
17 Non=component teachers disagreed with the statement (h) that
their students have good study habitse This problem should be
given further attention by both teachers and counselors.

It sheuldf%efncted that the majority of Non-component teachers
marked "Strci%lyAgree“ar "Agree" to 9 out of the 10 items,
making the differences between Component teachers even more
notable, ’

_The results of the cross-validation item (j) regarding
teacher perceptions of using varied teaching techniques shows the
validity of listing the teaching techniques used, All 27 Non-
component teachers who answered the question agree with the
statement that they use a large variety of teaching techniques,
However, they tended not to use many of those techniques listed.

(See previous section,) |
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TABIE 11 |
RATINGS OF STUDENTS BY LITTLE SCHOOL

'COMPONENT TEACHERS AND_NON-CGMPONENT TEACHERS

- Strongly Agree

- Agree =
D%sagrae ,
Strongly Disagree
Blank - o

- .  RC# [Component - | - Non-Componenti ..t

Item ’ N - —
HEARIEERESR

9069 43:8
9.1} 46,7 - -
oiQ Q:O R
040 83
G:Dv -5i7¥ R

18,2 1 18:3
7207 | 80,0 -
0.0 | 16,7 -
0;7 '3;3 o
J.1 667
6346 3647
| @78 - 4343
DEO 0.0
¢ 1060

0.0 |
4545 2040
6040

1 54,5

0.0 133
0.0 0.0
Dio ) 6:?

Hesponse Categoriess#: %ﬁ
- D

SD-
. | . Bl

~ me Students in my classes work | SA
readily in groups. : A

b s
i GO

o
coowmb |
mfhh‘ | ‘}m‘l—low ¥

be Attendance is much better | SA
than average. ‘ A

o
L

e.rfgfgééﬁtéréafﬁigipate fully | sa
in class activities, | A

g}

corw| o
DO O dmcnmanm%lw_mm++wm

de The quality of student SA
partgcipationis g0o0od == A
they-ask intelligent quest=- D
ions, discuss an issue 1 SD
ecmpietely, and give Bl
complete answers, :

Cocoot
‘H‘

10,0
60,0
, 16,7
0.0 343
- 9.1 3 10.0

273
| 7247
1 0.0

co ol

v ~ees Students accept responsi- | Si
' bility for their school A

- worke D

“ _ _ - 8D

Bl

N :uCcméoﬁeﬁtﬂiEachéré’— 11; Hanicamgaﬁeﬁt Teachers - 30,
Percentages add to 100.0 within rounding error, -

o

HOOm®




TABLE 11 (CONTINUED)

Response Categories#: SA = Strongly Agree
’ ' A = Agrae
D =« Disagree
SD = Strongly Dlgagree

Bl - Blank
- RC# | Component Non-Compenent - .
Item T - TT——
- 2 £ 1%

g Gommunlcatlcn between SA- 7 | 6346 12 4040
students and teacher is A 8 |27.3 13 ] 43.3
more than satisfactory. D 0 0.0 2 ”'6;7
ge Students are very lntarssted SA ] 4 |36s¢ | b 16 7

in their school work. A |- 6 |54,4 | 16 53¢3 -
SD .0 0.0 0 | 00
BL 0 | 0.0 3 10,0
he Most of my students-have SR 0 .0 2 67
good study habitse A 7 63;5 9 3040
- e ’ D 4 |36:4 |17 56:6
Bl 0 0.0 2 6 7
: IS Students seem to ba SA 2 | 1842 -3 19,0
‘confident of their Echcal A 7 | 6346 12 4040

worke D ~2 lBiB 12 40,0 .

BL '{ O D D 3 10;0
jo Tusoa laEga varlety Df SA 6 54-5 18 60.0
- teaching techniques in - A 5 4555 9 30:0
my classes, . D -0 0.0 0 040
SD 0 040 -0 0.0
Bl 0 30 3 10.0

Sign test SLgnlflcant at the 1% level @f canildence;

N = Component Teachers -~ 1l; Non-component Teachers = 30,
Percentages add to 100.0 wi thin rounding error,



are gener
students (63.6 vso 5349

communications have improved.
often see themselves as accepting respensib;llt

0:0%), an

favorable
§ ng

trongly Agree"

"having good study habits (50,07 vse
-of their schoolwork (41.0% vse 18.2%)s
simllar percegtians of the students*: lnterest in schaal;

TABiE 12

yein
Students and

L T&ble 12 compares the pereeptiana af Little Schoal ‘atudents
" 'and teachers in certain arease.
General Ha§ h School Pragram Qnestiannairea

1y

‘Student data was taken from the

While all ratings

a larger parcent&ge of teachers.than

that student=teacher .

Students, on the other hand, more:

(43E6ﬁ V3ae 27-3p),1
‘confident "

teachers held o

CQMEARISDN OF LITTLE SCHGQL STUDENT AND TEACHER PLRCEPTIOHS

E é%ﬁéént )

':17Téacher

86~

" Ttem Desefipfiﬁn’ RC#
7 o — Perceptians Perceptlgns
1. Stu&ants accept o SA 43,6 . 7 _é?;% i
reapanalbility- A 50,0 7267
0 ‘4 ,,Q‘Q;,,,
3-7 Interast in schaol; SA 3456 - 3654
. . : A - 5168 ‘54&5
- 7 0 - 14,1 9.1
8, ' Study Hebits. SA 5050 040
_ A 46,1 6346
_ RN R S N0 864
4 Student confidence sA 41,0 18:2
o in school work, A 5245 6346
R 0 66 18.2
5, Student-teacher SA 53,9 | 636
- communication, A 41,0 2703
i 10 5.1 o3
n 78 1
i Respanse Cat:gorles. SA - Strangly Agres*“*“ o
- ree
%her (Diaagreg. Strongly Disagree,
or Blank)
1 = From General High School FProgram Qnestlannalre
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 Staf? Dovelopment

o .~ An lmportan. part of the Little Schools program is the
. -treining of teaching staff in the development and application of -
-+ individualized methods of instruction, Workshops have been held
- each year emphasizing selected topics in individuslization and. - - :
~ humanistic teaching; selected staff bave visited a number of Y
, -Bchools'with'exempiafy-iﬂaividualizeafpragrgmsg and inservice S
. “training has been a continuing and ongoing process under. .the

... leadership of the Projeot.Director and Assistant Project Directoresssiand

. ~._.. . The importance of a sound steff development program to-the . =
- development. of an exemplary. program of individusligation eannot
. be emphasized too stron%lya“The‘PrajestDirectar'holds-thav '
- point-of view that Staff Development is the key to.a successful

- . _program and that it must be continued over an extended period,

-7 "at least three years, to be totally effectiveo . Furthermore,

‘ - workshops and related time are also ngeded‘fdr;dgveld%iug' : e e
‘individualized materials in order for Little Schools to.properly =
‘dlscharge its function of disseminating program information to
the interested educational community, = = Lo e

s

 Based on experience in developing, implementing, and evaluating & -

individualized programs, this evaluator concurs with the opinion C
of the Project Director of the key role-played by a sound staff
development prograem and the need for released time and/or work=

~ shops %@'develep or assemble instructional packages. Without
these developmertal opportiunities most individualized programs
flounder, Time limitations, furthermore, seriously limit the

- quality, usefulness, and exportability of the project experience.

As the project was in its third year and 10 of the 11
teachers had been with the project for two or three years, it was
decided to assess staff development in terms of continuing needs
of teachers in the development of additional competencies in

- various areas of individualized instruction employed at the
Little School, - Their responses could also be compared to the
- teaching methods and techniques used to provide a basis for
. further consideration of staff development needs,

- _ Component staff were asked to respond to the statement:
. "Based on the workshop, -staff development, and other experiences
please check the areas in which you feel competent and those in
- which you feel you need further assistance," The regults are
presented in Table 13, Those_areas marked most often as those




" in which teachers need assistance are: s. Indexing and cla351fyﬁ

, T'“1n learning materials for ability levels and % Student developed
- . .objectives, Those areas which may require fur he

r attention,
mostly In individual cases, are those areas in which 8 or more
teachers-felt competent, including: e. Larga group instruction,

“de Small graup instruction, e. Mini-units, g, Study guides, -

he Work sheets and k. Independent study, (Those who'left the

tems blank nay have felt that an 1ntermediate response was needed

‘;;}between "competent" and "need assistance™ that would reflect a
- consolidation through experience.of develaped skillss If this
is the case, it is most appropriate to consider no response as

-‘reguiring further staff development and/or experience.

- Comparison to Table 8, however, shows that Independent study

was not used very often by meny Component teechers and shou d

- therefore be Frdded %0 -the list of those areas considered for,
attention in stsff“ﬂévelopment- ‘These areas are marked in ~

‘ ";S;ﬂ% Erpua B . R

g Table 13;

A
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TABLE 13

 STAFF_DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT
AND NEEDS ANALYSTS

Teacher Perceptions|{Used |Consider
— 1 T Very {for Staff
Comp=|Need |Blank than Develop=
etent |Assis~-| Viment &

tance ,

a. Develcp;n " classroon
‘management system
bo Developing learning
- materials 7 7
Ce LEPE group instruction
" de Small group instruct;on
6es Mini-units
f£s Contracts
E; Study guides
he Work sheets
i. Open classrooms
ga Peer facilitators
ke Independent study
- 1o Criterion referenced
testing
m, Student assessment
ne Teacher-student
planning conferences
0o Student oriented
* objectives
pPe Student develnPea
' objectives
qe Team teaching
rs Teacher advisor role
s8e Indexing and classifying|
learning materials for
~ability levels 2 —t 2 1N B "
1 - Number of teachers indicating they used this method 'very often",
N & 11 Component Teachers -
2 ~ X in this column is based on the perceived needs of
teachers for staff develo ment (the number of teachers
who "need assistance" ?eft the item blank) and the
actual use of the teachlng method (number who used the
- method "very often").
NA - item not asked, 49
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Component Teachers' Evaluation DfﬁlitjlgiSshpgls.

All eleven component teachers indicated that support services
g such as supplies and equipment "need.improvement," a matter that
. was underscored continually by the Project Director and all staff
members interviewed by the evaluator, Serious problems have been
encountered in filling orders for audio=visuals and other equip~
ment needed for the project and the lack of budgeted secretarial
assistance,s In preparing for dissemination activities, improved
duplicating equipment will also be needed (Table 14).

- With this exception, Little Schools is given high merks by
participating teachers. Particularly noteworthy are the high
marks for interpersonal reletions among staff and students with
9 teachers marking "good,"

- Teachers writtén comments are summarized in Table 15. The
table summarizes-the teachers views of the strengths and weake
nesses of Little Schools and ways in which it could be improvede. -
The strengths listed amplify and support data presented earlier,
emphasizing staff relationships, improved teaching methods, and
benefits for students, The weaknesses and suggestions for
improvement focus, as before, on the inadequacy of naterials,
sufgliesg funds, and typing and clerical assistance, Additionally, °

‘a full=-time director or assistent director was recommended, Some
teachers also exvressed the need for additional time for planning,
preparation, or for meeting with students and parents.
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 mBIElL
o ~ TEACHER EVALHATION OF
R LITTIE SCHOC)LS |

'<Gﬂcis Accegtﬁ ﬂé;éé:;kElgnkf“i.
. . able .| improve-
e e o »ment

2 ]
0.
1 o

- @ Plaaning and Communications
- be . Scheduling |
.. ©s Team Operations IR
.4, - Support.services. (SupPlles,.m”,_—
L equl pment, etcs)
.. By Gooperation from the
- - administrative staff
Iy Relations ‘among component
o optaff
Be Student/%eacher relations

© ooaol.

_Oo‘mnapwmmj
mm DY __O“ MOO - }'; :

;ﬁgpuMIqu

he Ccmgaring this year tc 1ast year, the Qparatlons Qf the thtle *;*r
Scheol Component ares 2 = much better; o
o S = better;
2 = about the same,
) 0 = not as good;

o 2 = Blank. :
i+ Overall rating of the Little School Component:
3 =« Qutstanding;
6 = Good;
0 = Fa;r, Se
0 -~ Poor;
2 = Blank,
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Cpmments

TEACHERS ' COMMENTS

STRENGTHS, WEAKNESSES, TMPROVEMENTS

Streggtbs7Qf_§§eil;ttlg;séhq§1 Component

1. Administration and Staff

8o
be
Ce
) &i
L
£,

ge

CdO”eration o i
_Posltive leadership and

~organization

Communication -
Sharing ideas and knowledge
Competent and dedicated staff
Encourages staff creativity and
innovation )
Teacher-advisor role

20 Teaching lethods

Gy
be
Ce
de

Individualization of Instruction
Team teaching

Independent study

(One each) Classroom Management,
small group instruction, student
assessment, criterion referenced

; . testing, peer facilitators,

innovalive techniques, learning
activities outside the classroom

3, Students

8.

ImEravea student/teacher
relationships

Cohesiveness among students
Positive atmosphere for learning
(One each) Improved attendance,
indegendence of students, students
taught 1

on their level, attack
learning gaps

. . TOTAL STRENGTHS =
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Weaknesses Of The 1. School Component

»i-Comments | s - A
o  1; Inade uate materlals, supplless texts

- and storage
o 2¢ Iack of funds ‘ :
% 8. lack of typing and clerical 5551stance
7 4e ‘More planning time
50 Communication -
6o Overcrowded classrooms
7¢ Need alternate forms of course tests
. 8¢ Physical plant limitations for team
teaching and open space technlgues

TOTAL WEAKNESSES “§§

Ways In Uhlch The thtle Schocl Camnanent Caula Be Inmrnved

1. Resources : : ) 12’
8o More st Rplles, egulpment and 7 |
materia 8
...be More funds . 3
ce. Space for resource work area 1
2 Staff | , 1
fe TééehéﬁfEESigtance, typist, )
clerical staff 6 -
be Para=professionals 3
‘¢e Full=time dlreatur or assistant
7 director y 2
8. Other 5
- a5 MNore planﬂing time : 2
v ba Released time for materials
' preparation 1
ce More time to meet with stLlents .
. - and parents 1
de Smaller classes 1

TOTAL IMPROVEMENTS - 28
53.




Résult§:g£,Intervigﬁs,an@;@hserv%tiqns

The Project Director, Assistant Project Director and the
Counselors were interviewed; direct observations were made of
four classes in session; an audio-visual presentation of Little
Schools was reviewed; and a brief review of selected staff
developed materials was carried cut,

Interviews and observations support the need for additional
personnel and resources for the project, particularly for more

~released time for-the Project Director to devote to Little Schools,

As an Assistant Principal at Woodson the division of time presents
meny difficulties. Although an Assistant Project Director was
assigned, a& full-time person is needed for this position to handle
meny of the day-to-day tasks that arise. Unfortunately, the
Assistant Project Director was seriously injured during the year
and was out on sick leave, placing an even heavier burden for end
of year tasks on the Project Director and Little School staff,

) It should also be noted that two other staff members were
lost to the project during the year due to extended illness.
The absences of these trained personnel undoubtedly dimminished
the overall impact of the project. -

. The need for a full-time clerk-typist assigned to the

project was clearly in evidence throughout many of the on-site
observations and interviews. A program dedicated to developing
instructional packages and a progrem of individualized instruction
worthy of dissemination requires immediate on-call services for
typing, filing, reproducing, collating, and distributing project
developed materials. The assignment of a full-time clerk=- )
;ygist would enable the project staff to brings its materials and

1. 2

'iles up~to-date and ready for dissemination,

, Finally, the project requires the addition of a high speed
Xerox for duplicating materials for distribution. . I
Classroom observations and the review of staff developed
materials served to confirm the efficacy of Little Schools
developed teaching methods. Observation was made of four
different classes each using some variation of teaching tech~
niques emphasized by Little Schools == e.g.; team teaching;
small group discussion; a small group viewing a slide-tape
presentation with a study guide to focus on key points, while
- other students in the same class pursued other projects in
small groups or independently; students learning to use business

54;,



machines following instructor-prepared guidss and audio=-visual
instructions, Whi%é others in the class worked on impraving their
skills on various machines; and others, Students queried during
these observations liked the independence and responsibility
accorded to them by the varied teaching approaches,

Parental involvement, according to the Project Director,
has been achieved by keeping parents informed of the program,
inviting them to comment upon their children's participation
. and the progress the students have made while in the programe. .=

Sumnary of Results

The results of the evaluation clearly indicate support for
the Liftle School Component's achievement of its goals, particu=
larly in the areas of developing a viable program of individualized
instruction and in creating a positive atmosphere for learning. :
The evidence for the program shows:

as a result of staff development and project experience,
use more varied teaching methods; use those methods
emphasized by Little Schools more often than Non-
component teachers; emphasize individualization more than
Non~component teachers (see section on Teaching Methods),

T 7 7 o : _
fflﬁ Component teachers compared with lon-component teachers,

2. Component teachers as compared with Non-component
teachers perceive their students more favorably in such
areas as class participation, accepting responsibility
for their school work, communication between student and
teacher, students' interest in their school work, study
habits, and students' confidence in their school work
(see section on Teachers' Ratings of Their Classes).

8+ Component teachers give the Little Schools high marks
in all areas, with the exception of needed support
services (supplies, clerk-typist). Specific strengths,
weeknesses, and means of improvement are worth noting
in the section on Component Teachers! Evaluation of
ILittle Schools, , ‘ '

4, Staff development has made a good deal of progress.

However, a number of areas identified need further at-
tention and should be reviewed. by the project staff,
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The results for students show:

1.

Ze

3o

4,

Se

6o

Lower absences for Component vs. Non-Component students,

Component students compared with Non-Component students
(at a different high school) show more positive attitudes
in areas such as "have good relations with most of my
teachers; have become more confident of my school work;
understand what my teacher expects of me; have a good
understanding of how I am doing iu my school work; have
learned how to take responsibility for my school work;
very interested in school; know how to study and learn,"

Component students give Little Schools high marks in all
areas including student-teacher communications and their
personal scholastic development,

Component students compared with Non=Component students
(at a different high school) confirm that their teachers
use more varied teaching techniques and perceive this as
helpful to their learning. ) '

Component students feel that Little Schools has prepared
them better for college or work after high school.

A larger percentage of Component than Non-Component
students show improvement in the standardized tests,
the PSAT adminis%ered in the junior year and used as
the "pretest” and the SAT administered in the senior
year and used as the "posttest". Although Component
students tended to score higher on the SAT Math and
Verbal scores, the differences were not statistically
significant. '
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i | : CHAPTER IV
RECOUMENDATI ONS

Based on the findings reported in the previous chapter a num-
ber of recommendations are offered for consideration. These
recormendations are made in the expectation that they will help
the Project, the D.C. Public Schools, and the educational com=
munity reap the full benefit of this program of individualized

Ainstruetion.. .. . ..o . e e )

1. The Little School Component should definitely be con-
tinued and its role expanded, as currently planned, into -
the dissemination phase of the program. Iittle Schools
has clearly demonstrated its impact on students and =
teachers alike in creating a positive atmosphere for
learning, in developing a varied program of individu-
alized instruction, in improving classroom teaching, and
in improving attendance, Although the evidence for
student achievement is not completely clear, there is
enough to suggest that improvements in student achieve=

ment have also been made,
2. Little Schools should be given sufficient support and
resources to effectively carry out its role, Essential
here are: more released time from other duties for the
Project Director, a fuli-time Assistant Project Director,
a full-time clerk-typist, and reproduction equipment

(Xerox),

8. Staff development workshops should be continued for
current statff, with released time and/or stipends for
extra time (especially summer) to give the steff time
to further develop and consolidate its work in devel~
oping inidividuvalized materiats. Although much progress
bas been made, additional courses and teaching methods
are in need of development and improvement, To cut this
effort short at this time-would be wasteful of the money

1 and effort already expended, and would not provide as
much information for gisseminaticn purposes.,

t 4. A staff development program for teachers new to Little
a - Schools and/or individualization would prove invalueble
in taking full advantage of the Little Schools experience.
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I

5, A wide range standardized achievement test battery should
be employed in the evaluation in order to reflcct the
major course areas typical at the high achool level,

The STEP tests or the Educational Development Series
may be suitable,
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